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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
v.
JENNIFER E. SAGERS,
Defendant-Appellant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

NO. 48590-2021
ADA COUNTY NO. CR01-20-29099
APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Jennifer Sagers argued that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an
excessive sentence when it ordered her to serve ten years, with three years fixed, for attempted
robbery. The State responded that the district court did not abuse its discretion when it imposed
the aforementioned sentence. Ms. Sagers submits this reply brief to respond to the State’s claim
that Ms. Sagers informed the presentence investigator that she would not be a good candidate for
probation.
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it sentenced Ms. Sagers to serve ten years, with
three years fixed?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Sentenced Ms. Sagers To Ten Years, With
Three Years Fixed
In its Respondent’s brief, the State asserted that “[n]oting Sagers’ extensive criminal
history; lack of stable housing, employment, or a support system; and Sagers’ own
acknowledgment that she was not a good candidate for probation, the presentence investigator
recommended a period of incarceration.”

(Respondent’s Brief, p.7 (citing (PSI, p.17).)

However, in the presentence investigation report (“PSI”), Ms. Sagers stated that she would not
be a good candidate for “a rider” and requested that the district court give her an opportunity for
probation with a requirement that she attend an inpatient treatment program at the Walker
Center. (PSI, pp.16-17.) Ms. Sagers informed the presentence investigator that “[i]f I couldn’t
get probation with a treatment stipulation, then I need a year or two in prison. I don’t want a
rider, I’m not a good candidate, it won’t help my mental health.” (PSI, p.16.)
The presentence investigator specifically noted in her report that “Ms. Sagers said she is
‘not a good candidate’ for a period of retained jurisdiction, and she would rather serve a prison
sentence.” (PSI, p.17.) At sentencing, Ms. Sagers told the district court that “[a]nd I did ask to
go to prison instead of a Rider. It’s not that I feel like I would beat somebody up there. I don’t
feel like I’ll get the proper treatment that I need there, and I want to go to prison so I have long
enough time away from the streets and people I know that did heroin.” (Tr., p.37, L.25—p.38,
L.6.) Ms. Sagers also informed the district court that she did not believe that she would receive
“what [she] needed” to address her mental health issues while on a rider. (Tr., p.38, Ls.11-17.)
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In sum, Ms. Sagers maintains that the district court did not exercise reason, and therefore
abused its discretion, by imposing an excessive sentence.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Sagers respectfully requests that this Court reduce her sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, she requests that her case be remanded to the district court for a new
sentencing hearing.
DATED this 14th day of October, 2021.

/s/ Jacob L. Westerfield
JACOB L. WESTERFIELD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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KENNETH K. JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
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Administrative Assistant
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